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FOREWORD

The Personnel and Manpower Technical Area of the Army Research In-
stitute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI) conducts research
to provide scientific methods of identifyinq individuals with good lead-
ership potential, selecting officors for commissioning, and evaluating
officer performance. One means of prediction and assessing leadership
potential is through ahsociate evaluation), (%,-erratings), which have
long been used at the U.S. Military " andI irn Officer Candidate
Schools. In 1972, the office nf the M,,"ty Chief of Staff for Person-
nrl asked AR! to invemtigata the value of associate evaluations in all
officer schools, beginning with the Ranger course. ARI Research Problem
Review 76-8 presented the results of the initial program at the Ranger
school during FY 1973; this report describes the validation of those
initial Ranger peer ratings by comparing them with special evaluations
of the mame men's performance in FY 1976. The research was accomplished
wider Army Project 2Q762717A766, in response to requirements of the Of-
fice of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel. Portions of this paper
were presented at the 17th annual conference of the Military Testing
Association, 17-19 September 1975.

The associate evaluation program has become operational at other
officer training schools. Associate evaluation techniques are still
valuable for feedback and evaluation in officer acquisition and train-
ing proqrams, including ROTC, and are valuable predictors of officer
suCC|ss.

EP EIDNIER
Technical Director

t , . .,



VALIDITY OF PEER RATINGS OBTAINED DURING RANGER TRAINING

BRIEF

Purpose:

To establish the validity of associate ratings obtained in selected
classes of the Ranger course in predicting subsequent performance in of-
ficer duty assignments.

Procedure:

Associate ratings and other measures of performance in the Ranger
course had bean obtained on 470 officers attending the first three Ranger
classes in FY 1973. In FY 1976 special-purpose performance evaluations
were obtained for 313 of the 470 officers and the two sets of evaluations
compared.

Findingst

Associate ratings obtained during Ranger training were found to be
predictive of all attributes measured by the performance evaluation
form. The highest degree of predictive validity was obtained for rat-
ings on the ability defined as "making decisions and initiating action
under pressure." Platoon associate ratings during training were bettor
predictors of ratings of performance or of potential performance than
squad peer evaluations. Both tactical officers' evaluations and total
Ranger course grades were found to be signifinantly related to several
scales of the performance evaluation, but to a lesser degree than either
form of peer evaluation.

Utilization of Findings:

Associate ratinqs appear to have substantial value in predicting
subsequent duty performanco of officers who attended the Ranger course.
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VAIIDITY 0)F P'EILK RAT.I.NS OBI'TAINErD
DURING RANGER TRAINING

I NTRODlUCT ION

The military has a long history of Using asisociate evaluations.
Some of the better known programs include the aptitude for service
ratings at the U.S. Military Academy (Ilaqjorty, 1963; Tobin & Macrum,
1967) , Officer Candidatu school rart tigs (Parrish & Drucker, 1957)
basic training ratings (eorldon & Modland, 1965), and the use of peer
ratings in the assessment of officers at the senior field grade level
(Downey, Medland, & Yatea, !976) . The success of these and other pro-
grams was a major factor in a 1972 decision by the office of thn Deputy
Chief of Staff for Personnel to investigate the use of associate rat-
ings in Army Officer training courses. Trho Ranger c~ourse was selected
as a pilot model for this appraisal technique because of the course's
importance for the Army leader's primary role in ground combat and be-
cause of the extensive field exercises involved.

Downey (1976) reported the results of an earlier phase of the re-
search that focused on the feasibility, reliability, and acceptability
of associate ratings in the Ranger courso. Generally, the results in-
dicated that, in this context, associate evaluations wore feasible in
terms of administration and automated scoring and were reliable across
different training periods and different groups of evaluators. How-
ever, even though Ranger course students generally expressed the opin-
ion that associate evaluations were appropriate and valid nmasures of
leadership, they wore not positive about the use of those evaluations
in an Army personnel system.

01M, I'C(T I V E's

The major objectiv, of this r~iearch was to establish the validity
of the associate rating,; obtainied by Downey in the Ranger course by
showing their ability to predict officer performance in subsequent duty
assignmunts. To mout this objective, it was necussaty to evaluate the
psychometric properties of the device designed to measure officers'
duty performanv'.. Another objective was to compare the relative effec-
tivenems of associate ratings with other training grades in predicting
duty petforman-e.

i-



Peer rating evaluations and other information were collected on
470 officers who attended three different Ranger classes during FY 1973.
In FY 1976, performance ratings forms wore mailed for 427 (91%) of these
officers. Usable performance evaluation measures were returned and pro-
ceassed for 313 (73%) of those mailed. Thus, performance measurun were
obtained on 67% of the original sample of 470 officers.

Data Collection Instruments

Peer Evaluations. Tho peer evaluations had been obtained within
the traininq platoon. As an independent requirement, the Ranger course
student evaluation system also included peer evaluations, but within
the squad setting, In the platoon peer evaluations, each member was
required to nominate the eight highest and the eight lowest members of
the platoon whom he would most like or least like "to serve with in
combat because of his potential for effective leadership." Downey
(1976) describes this procedure in greater detail. The peer evalua-
tions were obtained at the end of each of the three phases of Ranger
training: a garrison phase at Fort Benning, Ga., a mountain phase in
Georgia, and a jungle phuae at Eglin Air Force Bass, Fla. A composite
peor evaluation score combining all three peer evaluations was also
derived.

Ranger Training Scores. A variety of training evaluation scores
was obtained on students attending the Ranger course: (a) nine dif-
ferent traininq grades, includinq three tactical training officers'
(TAC) evaluations, (b) three squad-level peer evaluations; and (c) a
final course grade. These scores a•ro shown in Table 1.

Performance Evaluation Form. Previnus research by Helme, Willemin,

and Grafton (1971) and lIelme, Willemin, ,and Day (1971) yielded eight
broad dimensions of leadurship style. 'Two other dimensions reflecting
consideration and the initiation of structure were identified by Stog-
dill (1974) and Fleishman (1974). Consequently, the criterion instru-
ment used in this research, the Performance Evaluation Form, was de-
signed to yield ratings along nine broad dimensions identified by these
research efforts, as well as one rating that reflected overall
performance.

The 10 scalhs ot thc Performance Evaluation Form are shown in
Table .1. Part .1 of thv tform evaluates the officer's overall perfor-
maitco in hiki pt-incipal duty as i•nmont . Parts It aind III rate the of-
ficer's potont.il porformance alonq crucial dosmains of leadership.
Table 2 shows tht, difforent dimension,;, the scales that reflect these
dimensions, and Lho research source of those dimensions, as well as

S.,.., i.,. .,MA~lS.,Afllii, .d1.f~ii 1J~~iA



the abbreviated titles of che scales used in this report. On each
scale, the rater was required to rank order the seven scales in Part
II of the instrument, in terms of the officer's relative potential for
future assignment, and was also to rate the officer on a 7-step scale.
Parts I and III required only a rating.

Table .]

Training Evaluaition Scores for Ranger Students

Training grades:

Land navigation score
Physical training score
Practical work exam
Patrol grades
Tactical training officer's evaluation, Fort Benning
Tactical training officer's evaluation, mountain phase
Tactical training officer's evaluation, Florida phase
Spot reports
Special observations

Squad associate evaluationst

Port: Bonning
Mountain phase
Florida phase

Final course qrade

All ratinqs on thut scales of th. P'erformance E.valuation Form were
performed on a 7-step sualei the * steps of this scale are defined in
Tablo 3 iand are adapted fron previous work by Willemin (1965).

Four copies of. this criterion instrument wore mailed to the per-
sonnel officers responsible for the officer's records. one rating was
to be accompl.ished by the officer's immediate superior. A second rat-
ing was to be accomplished by a superior officer other than the officer's
immediate superior (but not nocessarily the indornlnk.1 official) who was
judqod to know t.he officer's performancoe. The two additional. ratings
were to be made by two c.osi assoclat-is who were judgted t.o know the
officer's portorlm'lnole. The t.hroo raturs other than the immediate
supervisoi- were duoi~inatud by th0 por.nontivL otfflcer aft.or talking with
t he L, I ler ' a Lnutud iod tt, Huporv i sot



Table 2

Performance Evaluation Form Scales, Corresponding
Factors, and Abbreviated Scale Titles

Per formance Evaluation Abbreviated title

Torm scale Factor of scale

Part I

Duty performance Duty performance

Part II

Applying tactipal knowledge and Tactical staff skillsa Tactical knowledge
skills in suftort of combat
operations

Understanding ehe mission and Team leadershipa Defining personal
clearly def*11ng poeronal roles
roles of subordinates in
its accomplishment

Making decisions and initiating Command of mena Making decisions
actions under pressure

Defining functional roles and Initiation of strucoturebeO Defining functional
duties in the process of do- roles
veloping subordinates to
fill assignments for long-
tem unit effoctiveness

Planning and orqanizing man- Executive directiona Planning and
power and matoriel to meet organization
situational roqul roeents

Motivating \:roops to accomplish- Considorationbto Motivating troops
inq the mission by taking
into consideration their
wll-being and morale

"Applying knowledqe of .locimtics Tochnical staff nkillsa Technical knowledge
and technivai. mattors to
so.lue suc pport ptoblemn

PartTI

t'ombat loadvri-hip Combat IcaIdertshipa Combat leadership

chti i c'a t-mana, " I a.t loadet'Shti| Tochn i ca I -managerial Tochnical-managerial
le~hidcrih ipa' leadership

Holme, Willtemilt a tld k ton (l TI7.)
brleishmamn (1.014).

cSt oqdi 1I14 ( -1)



Table 3

Officer Porfurindince Scalea

Scale value Description

7 OUTSTANDING Far above the rLqqiremltnt_!" of tho iu.it.uition,
suggesting the highest kind of formal r"ecoq, i-,
tiern through meritorlour awamrd, or decoration

6 SUPERtOR Mi.eMiiL above the requiroments of the situa-
tion, suggesting formal reu.L .Ior through a
special (favorable) efficiency report, or
letter of coituntendation.

ABOVE AVERAGE Somewhat above the requrementu Ct the situa-
tion, suggesting Informal rc~inition throug|i
specific favorable comment in his regular ef-
ficioncy report, and through informal appreci-
ation or cotmendation.

4 AVERAGe. F .. t.oýthL recguirements, of the situation,
suggesting -al.preciation (perhalli montly
unexpressod).

3 BELOW AVERAGE Somowhat b.low the rejdremen t3i of tLhe situa-
tion, though ouggostitg only the mildest kind
of corrective action through In formal recom-
mondatiorn for Improvement, or through change
of ditty assignment within the organIzatlion.

2 MARGINAL Markedly•. oow the r•. l.iemolit of the mitua-
tIoln, su qoHtillg formal corrective action
throutih a specvl t (lonfaverabb') .fficiency
report, adminint.rtilye admonition*, letter or
reprimand, lwmmary court., or tronsfor out. of
the orclani zatio.

I UN.13Avr7 AT•' oHY _'. r b,..1 ow.t F. b t'.'- -tno t n o.he in t uot ion,
sugqest inq the mo.t drait'ic kinid of formal
correctiv• actli onl t hrough roe l asi i• i cat i on,
demotion, tl or'lli cou t, or boardi 111j Cut. of
t lie Army.

AAdapt ed from WiI leni n (I 965) .

S~ -.-. ~...'.-., - I.I .i



I'4tkot.s of Iat i M] t 0o11s woV%) d iI ibilted for 42?7 of the off iWorn
who had attended the Hang:er course. Ratings wore obtained from the
supervisors of *112 off icera. Superior officers, ot;her than the imnmdi-
ate sulxsrv imors, v(coploeted ratings formn on 307 off i'txrt. Ratinqgi by
at least une adasociate were recuivod for 309 officeru, and ratinqs by
tWo associates wore received for 304 officers. A uisable set of ratinqg
was defined as one that had at least two ratings. In all, 313 usable
retuirns were received.

The reliability otnlAm~tes for rho two scaltin of Part IU of the
Performance Evaluat ion Form wuoe obteained using tho ýalpha cosfficient
(Cronbach, 1951) treating each rater am an item. The extent to which
the scales differentially reflected different types of leadership styles
was evaluated by appraising the vero correlations amony the ratinsju oni
these scales.

The validity of the associate rat.inis and oV the separate Ranger
training grades in predicting duty performance wou ovaluated by obtain-
ing the zoro ordor curelat.ions between each of theme measures and the
10 scales of the Poxformtanc Evaluation Form. Ilwo sepaorate Isoues re-
lating to the prodictive validities of the asssoviate ratings and the
Panger training grades were addrusuedi (a) conparison of the ability
of each of theme measures to predict total performance, and (b) comnpari-
son of the relationships of these measures with each of the other Per-
formance Evaluation Form scales,

Rt*: UI I4P'fl•

Table 4 shows t he numn and ntntndard doviatltos tfov the ratiqling
And ranki.ns of the alvca )of thit, •-lrfoiunvaice ,viltl•t ion ,'orm, alonl
with the alpha coeff'ic itnt rol iabilitty estimates and the numbers of
cases on which thes, statistics were' durived. The rollability esti-
mates for the rat ticti ranged from ,60 for duty perforilatance to .5 ro fo'
inotivatinti troops. These reliability estimates are goinewhat Lower than
those reported by WA floenin (9iW), who reported a reliability estimate
of ,73 for four raters usinq the samno teohnique. The somewhat lower

roliability estimat:os obtained in thitt research coulhd be due to the
Caot that this siamploe of offiours was more homogeneouis with respect
to performanicei as Rangers, they were a more highly so lect: group, The
reliability entim~atos for the •ankings Lf' the Sca-lesi rianlged from .5i8
for tat vti al know I edge' and ski ll to , II for dkelt ilq lt e •rt onl I.to l's.

1ht 114,cot' r o tiollt 'llxteoli q hti lt, mlllit I o the' rat illtlNe eled t h' u•lls of
tho l'dlakIngs *xr' arv uhowu ill 'Takilkx . The 'l' xirh li• t louioI amiong1 thet, ratili n
oil tho icalel oxt, 'te'ed t) w ith only t•our e•xci|ltio.'t (all involvinq
tho techniical ksiowli•detivale), ll t t it h1) hand (tito ' l'tat tex1lll

Ii
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among the rankings were moderate or low and generally negative in value.
Use of the ranking technique (ipsative scores) forced this negative re-
lationship, because if certain scales were ranked high, others had to
be ranked low.

The correlation between thu ratings and the rankings for the same
type of scale was low in all instances except one. The exception was
the scale that reflected ability in "making decisions and initiating,
action under pressure," which showed a correlation of .53 between the
rating and ranking techniques. Furthermore, the rankings on th4 de-
cision scale were more highly correlated with ratings on the other
scales with the exception of the scale that reflected "technical
knowledge."

The results indicated that both the ratings on each scale and,
where applicable, the rankings of the scales yielded approximately the
same reliability estimates, although the ratings were slightly higher.
The high intercorrelations among the ratings on the scales indicated
that these scales yielded little differentiation among the attributes
being measured. On the other hand, results of analyzing the ranking
indicated the most influential dimension in evaluating the overall duty
performance of the officer. This dimension was "making decisions and
initiating action under pressure," which yielded a correlation coeffi-
cient of .43 between rankings on this scale and duty performance. Even
though the rankings of the scales showed some degree of differentiation
among the attributes measured, this could be due to the forced proper-
ties of the ranking method rather than the stimulus material that con-
stituted the scale descriptions.

Table 6 shows the zero order correlations between each of the
Panger training scores, including associate ratings, and each of the
10 rating scales of the Performance Evaluation Form. For the Ranger
training scores, three types of evaluations--the platoon associate
evaluations, the squad peer evaluations, and the tactical officer's
evaluations--were combined across the three training phases to yield
one overall score for each. The correlations between each of the
Ranger training scores "nd each of the seven ranking scales of the
Performance Evaluation Form are shown in Table 7.

The results shown in Table 6 indicate that the platoon associate
ratings and the squad pear evaluations were statistically significant
predictor" of ratings on all 10 scales of the Pdrformance Evaluation
Form. The platoon associate evaluations yielded somewhat higher cor-
relations with the criterion measures than did the squad peer evalua-
tions. This could be due to the higher reliability of the platoon as-
sociate evaluations (Downey, 1976). Only in a few instances did the
other traininq scoros obtained in the Ranger course yield statistically
Lignificant correlations with the ratings of current performance or of
potential performance in future assignments. Of particular interest
here were the correlations between the criterion instrument scales and

•' *,, . . . . . . .. . . . .. .. ... • •, • • • , - • . ..... . • , • , • .• . • • . . • • •. . ..,. • • • . , •,• .• • ... . . • • . • . .. ,... .• •, , • . • .. .•,9!



Table 6

Interoorrelatione of Performance Nvaluation Form Ratings
and Ranger Training Score*

(n - 295)

Ranger Ratings
training scores 1 2 3 4 5 6 79 10

1. Platoon peer
evaluations .28" .330* .24** .31* .28** .35•" .28** " 1* ..."* .)*,19A

2. Land navigation

score -. 03 -. 01 -. 04 .00 -. 04 -. 02 -. 05 -. 05 .04 -. 02

3. Physical training .06 .03 .03 .06 .09 .07 .06 .04 .12' .03

4. Praotioal work
exam -.10 -.07 -.06 .02 -. 07 .02 -.06 -.06 -.09 -. 0 1

5. Patrol grades .06 .08 .03 .05 .02 .O6 .01 .05 .02 -.01

6. TAC-evaluations .01 .07 .05 .12* .06 .08 .07 .04 .09 .03

7. Squad peer
evaluations .22* .22* .16"* .24"* .21** .26"* .18"* .15* .21"* .±I**

8, Spot reports .02 .08 .03 .08 .03 .04 .03 .05 .06 -. 02

9. Special reports -. 04 .02 -. 02 .05 .01 .03 -. 02 -. 01 N., .0o

t0. Total Ranger
gradeb .01 .15* .08 .15* .08 .15, .07 .10 . 0• 1t"

"1 w Duty performanco ratings
2 - Combat loadership ratings
3 * Teoh.-manag. leadership ratings
4 a Tactical knowledge ratings
5 - Defining personal roles ratings
6 Making decisions ratings
I - Defining functional roles ratings
A- Planning- organisation
1- Motivatinq troop ratings

10 - Technical knowledge ratings

Woiqhted sum of all training grades.

'p ' .05.
* .01. 10



'rable 7

Interoorrelations of Performance Evaluation Form Rankings
and Ranger Traininq Scores

(n - 295)

Ranger training acores 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

1. Platoon peer
evaluation .17** .03 .34** -. 20"* -. 16.* .10 -. 25**

2. Land navigation

score .04 .17"* -. 01 -. 06 -. 03 .09 .09

3. Physical training -. 02 -. 04 .07 -. 04 -. 04 .05 -. 02

4. Practical work
.00 -. 04 .04 -. 09 .03 -. 06 .09

5. '•,U.ol grades .07 .00 .09 .00 -. 04 -. 06 -. 05
S6. TAC-evaluations .13* -. 02 .14** -. 16'**-.12' .00 -. 02 ,

7. Squad peer

evaluations .13' .01 .32"* -. 18"* -. 11 .02 -. 18"*

S. Spot reports .12' -. 13' .06 -. 12' -. 02 .04 .01

9. Special reports .12" .01 .03 -. 09 -. 12% .02 .01

10. Total Ranger
gradeb .13' -. 08 .15"* .07 .07 .03 .11

aRankings woro. reversed so that a hiqh value representm most effective.

Scale designationsi
11 - Tactical knowledqe ranktnqs
12 - Defining personal ro.l.on rankin'.ij
13 a Makinq decimion rankinqt
14 - Defining functkonal roles rankings
15 w Planninq 6 orqanirnatlon rankintim
16 a Motivatinq troops rankings
17 - Technical knowlodqco rankinqw.

b!

Woiqhted sum of all Lraiiini grades.

*p . .05.
.* 01.
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total Ranger grade. The correlations between the total Ranger grade
and the scales reflecting combat leadership potential, tactical knowl-
edge, a-d decisionmaking were all significant at the .05 level.

The correlations shown in Table 7 between tho platoon associate
evaluations and the ranking of five of the Performance Evaluation Form

scales were statistically significant, but negative in three instances
(i.e., defining functional roles, planning and organization, and tech-
nical knowledge). slightly smaller but statistically significant con-
relations in the same direction were obtained between the squad peerl
evaluations and four of those five scales. The correlation between the
squad peer evaluations and the scale on technical knowledge was not
significant. Evaluations made by the tactical officer yielded statis-
tically significant corre].itjons with the ranking on four of the scales.
Further examination of Table 7 reveals other statistically significant
relationships between certain training scores and the criterion measures.
The negative validity coefficients for three of the ranking scales (de-
fining functional roles, planning and organisation, and technical knowl-
edge) would seoo to be a function of the iptative nature of the rankings.
This phenomenon may merely mean that officers not perceived high in
decisionmaking and tactical knowledge received lower rankings in these
areas. The intercorrelations of ratings would seem to confirm this
idea.

Again, both the platoon associate evaluations and the squad peer
evaluations were generally the best predictors of rankings of the scales
measuring potential performance. The platoon associate evaluations
yielded slightly higher correlations with the criteria than did the
squad evaluations.

Table 8 shows the means and standard deviations of the Ranger
training scores for the officer sample used in this research and the
difference between the mean scores of this sample and the mean scores
of the original sample of 470 officers who attended the course. The
decrease in sample size was due to the fact that performance ratings
could not be obtained on some officers because they had left the Army
or were in a transient status; in some instances, the Performance
Evaluation Forms were lost. Table 8 reveals that only minor differ-.
ences existed between the two samples and that these differences do
not represent any systematic bias in terms of training grades.

UISCUSSION

The roliabiliLy Omtimntns of oach of the ratinq scales of the
Performance Evaluat-Lton Form, an well as the rankings of the scales
which used rankings, wore considurad Hatisfactory for criteria. How-
over, the distribution of ratinqn on the different scalas showed a
tendency toward negative nkewnu tw.

1.2



Table 8

Ranger Training Score Means and Standard Deviations for
the Validity Sample, and Difference in Mean

Scores from the antire Training Sample

Difference in

Ranger training scores M.an S.D. N means

Platoon evaiuAtions--serining 2.06 .28 307 0
Platoon evaluations--mountain 2.0 .28 313 0
Platoon *valuations--rlorida 2.02 .33 303 -.1
Land navigation 51.8 10.4 313 1.1
Physical training 2689 6.6 313 .9
Practical work exam 87.0 4.1 313 1,0
Patrol grades 350.2 32.7 305 .2
TAC *valuation--Benning 22.2 3,3 313 .7
TAC evaluation--mountain 25.8 3.2 313 1.0
ThC evaluation--Florida 27.0 2.6 305 -. 2
Squad avaluations--aenning 37.7 4.9 312 -. 4
squad *valuations--mountain S6.9 7.8 312 -1.0
Squad evaluations--Florida 55.4 6.3 303 -. 6
Spot reports -6.6 21.7 307 -. 4
Special reports -7.2 5.6 307 -1.2

Total Ranger performance 724.6 94.3 310 .2

Note. The training sample was made up, of individuals who went through
Ranger traininq but for whom validity data wore not collected
later.

................ 
.....
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As mentioned previously, the ratings on the different scales
were highly intercorrelated. This indicates that, in this sample,
the instrument did not reflect the expected differentiation among
the attributes being assessed. Rankings of the scales tended to bet-ter differentiate important types of criterion performance.

In terms of predictive effectiveness of the platoon associate
evaluations, the validity of these evaluations of the Rangers' perfor-
mance were similar for all scales of the Performance Evaluation Form,
with the lowest correlation being obtained between platoon associate
evaluations and ability to apply technical knowledge. Of all the train-
ing scores, the peeo evaluation. yielded the highest relationship with
all of the ratings on the 10 scales of the criterion measure. The total
Ranger grade, as would be expected, was significantly correlated
(p 4 .05) with the soales reflecting combat leadership, tactical knowl-
edge, and decisionmaking. This is consistent with the nature and pur-
pose of Ranger training.

The rosults were not as cloarcut on the validity of peer evalua-
tions in predicting the rankings of the scales that reflect potential
performance. Significant positive relationships were found between
peer evaluations and both the tactical knowledge scale and the decision-
making scale. Significant negative relationships were discovered be-
tween peer evaluations and the scales that measured ability to define
functional roles, planning and organization, and technical knowledge,
given the "forced" nature of these rankings and the assumption that
low performers were generally ranked high in these areas.

In Summary# the scale* of the criterion instrument were found to
be reliable. A better degree of differentiation among the attributes
measured was obtained by rankings than was obtained by ratings. Associ-
ate evaluations obtained during Ranger training were found to be pre-
dictive for all attributes reflected in the criterion instrument, with
the highest predictive index obtained for ability to "make decisions
and initiate action under pressure." Platoon associate evaluations
were better predictorw of ratings of performance or potential perfor-
mance than were squad 1puer evaluations. Both the tactical officers'
evaluations and the total Ranger course grades showed significant but
smaller relationships than the peer evaluations with certain scales of
the criterion ratinqs.
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